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1001 I Street - SWRCB EXECUTIVE

Sacramento, CA 95814 '

Re: Comments on the draft Statewide Water Recycling Policy dated February 15,2008
Dear Chairwoman Doduc and Board Members:

On behalf of Heal the Bay, we submit the following comments on the draft Statewide Water
Recycling Policy dated February 15, 2008 (“Draft Policy”). We also incorporate California
Coastkeeper Alliance’s March 10, 2008 comments by reference. We appreciate the opportunity
to provide these comments. As stated in the March 5, 2008 California Coastkeeper Alliance and
Heal the Bay letter, we urge the State Board to delay adoption of the current draft Policy, and
instead engage in a facilitated discussion with interested stakeholders on this topic. :

Heal the Bay submitted extensive comments to the State Board on October 26, 2007, which
outlined our concerns with the previous draft of the Water Recycling Policy. Unfortunately, few
of these suggestions were incorporated into the Draft Policy. These comments are attached for
reference. We continue to have significant concerns with the latest draft of the Recycled Water
Policy. The issuance of a statewide policy on water recycling creates an opportunity to bring all
stakeholders together for the common goal of increasing water 1euse in California. However, the
Drafi Policy has missed this target completely. In fact, the current Draft Policy fails to provide
overarching goals and implementation measures to augment California’s water reuse and it takes
an even greater step backwards in protecting water quality than the previous version. The caveat
‘that water recycling should help California meet its water needs only when water quality is
protected has been completely sidelined. In fact, the Draft Policy includes extremely
disconcerting water quality regulatory rollbacks for water reuse projects.

The ideal water recycling policy should first provide the existing statewide goal of 1 million acre
feet per year for water reuse. Also, the Draft State Board Strategic Plan includes a goalto
«ipcrease sustainable water supplies available to meet existing and future beneficial uses by
1,725,000 acre-feet per year, in excess of 2002 levels”, yet this goal is not included in the water
reuse plan either. After this pumeric goal is outlined, the remainder of the policy should specify
implementation strategies for meeting this target. For example, the State Board should require
for all water reclamation plants to reuse 10% of their effluent by 2015 and 20% by 2020. A
reclamation action plan should be part of the already required salt and nutrient management
plans. Also, Heal the Bay strongly suppotts indirect potable reuse of reclaimed water if public
health and water quality is adequately protected, yet the policy does not even address this critical
issue. The state policy and reuse action plans should include indirect potable reuse components.
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The | ‘ \uir a full anti-degradation analysis when a 10% or reater
decrease in the remaining; ﬁsiimilative capacity of the groundwater basin is determined for

31 Y gne project and greater thim a 20% loss of assimilativ_e capacity for multiple projects.

gta:te’Board Resolutish N6 6816, Policy with Respect o Maintaining High Quality Water
(“Anti-degradation Policy”) states that waste discharge requirements must “assure that (a) a
pollution or nuisance will not occur and (b) the highest water quality consistent with maximum
benefit to the people of the State will be maintained.” The Draft Policy contends that dischargers
that comply with the Draft Policy will meet the anti-degradation Policy requirements. Draft
Policy at VL. A. This type of blanket exemption from the compliance requirements of the Anti-
degradation Policy is Inappropriate, as many aspects of the Draft Policy do not ensure that high
water quality will be maintained. For instance, during the 5-10 year period that the regional
boards have to develop salt management plans, there are no effluent limit requirements for
recycled water. Draft Policy at I11.A 4.

Together a group of stakeholders, including the Los Angeles Regional Water Board, water
suppliers, water providers, and environmental groups, tentatively agreed with the concept that no
project should cause more than a 10% decrease in the remaining assimilative capacity of the
groundwater basin. Also, multiple projects should not cause more than a 20% reduction in
assimilative capacity. Regulators and the public need assurance that water quality is protected,
and in order to promote water reuse, dischargers should be allowed a small margin of
degradation before full anti-degradation analysis is required. Remember, the biggest barrier to
water reuse is public concern about drinking water that has gone from “toilet to tap”, so any
percetved erosion of water quality protection will erode consumer confidence even further. This

The Draft Policy should include recycled water limits that are based on water guality
objectives. : '

The Draft Policy requires that recycled water projects not exceed the monthly average TDS
concentration in the source water supply, plus 550 mg/L.. Of note, the previous draft allowed for
the monthly average TDS concentrations in the source water supply, Plus 300 mg/L. These‘ .
allowances are completely unacceptable. Maintaining the status quo in rec‘ycled' water quality is
extremely short-sighted. Water providers need to address high salts and thislpohcy puts no
pressure on the water purveyors to provide lower chloride source water. The .propo.sed pohcy
poses risks to agricultural for salt sensitive crops like avocados and stf'z?wbermes3 will lgad to
violations of antidegradation policy, and it can pose arisk to salt sensitive aquatic species. 'Also,
it is in direct conflict with chloride TMDLs that have been established in the Sqnta'Clara River
and Calleguas Creek in the Los Angeles Region. In order to fully address chlo_rlde issues,
suppliers must have an incentive to look for water sources that have less chlorides or treatment
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